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THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 1951 


UnitTep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:45 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 424, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Warren G. Magnuson (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Magnuson. 

Present also: Senators Ecton and Williams, and J. C. Ruddy, pro- 
fessional staff member. 

Senator Magnuson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The hearing this morning is on S. 974, a bill to strengthen the law 
with respect to bribery and graft. A copy of the bill will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(S. 974 is as follows:) 

[S. 974, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To strengthen the law with respect to bribery and graft 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 201 of title 18 of the United States 
Code is amended to read as follows: 


“§$ 201. Offer to officer or other person. 

“Whoever directly or indirectly promises, offers, or gives, or commits any overt 
act intended or designed to be or lead to a promise, offer or gift of, any money, 
emolument, profit, advantage, benefit, position, employment, opportunity, ad- 
vancement or thing of value or makes or tenders any check, order, contract, 
undertaking, obligation, gratuity, or security for the payment of money or for 
the delivery or conveyance of anything of value, to any officer or employee or 
person acting for or on behalf of the United States, or anv department or agency 
thereof, in any official function, under or by authority of any such department or 
agency or to any officer or person acting for or on behalf of either House of Con- 
gress, or of any committee of either House, or both Houses thereof, with intent 
or design to influence his decision or action on any question, matter, cause, or 
proceeding which may at any time be pending, or which may by law:be brought 
before him in his official capacity, or in his place of trust or profit, or with intent 
or design to influence him to commit or aid in committing, or to ecllude in, or 
allow, any fraud, or make opportunity for the commission of any fraud, on the 
United States, or to induce him to do or omit to do any act in violation of his law- 
ful duty, shall be fined not more than three times the amount of such money or 
value of such thing or imprisoned not more than three vears, or both® 

“This section shall not apply to violations of section 212 of this titie.’’ 

Src. 2. Section 202 of title 18 of the United States Code is amended to read as 
follows: i 
“§ 202. Acceptance or solicitation by officer or other person. 

“Whoever, being an offieer or employee of, or person acting for or on behalf of, 
the United States, in any official capacity, under or by virtue of the authority of 
any department or agency thereof, or an officer or person acting for or on behalf 
of either House of Congress, or of any committee of either House, or of both 
Houses thereof, directly or indirectly asks, solicits, seeks, accepts, or receives, or 
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commits any Overt act intended or designed to obtain any money, or any check, 
order, contract, promise, offer, gift, emolument, profit, advantage, benefit, posi- 
tion, employment, opportunity, advancement, undertaking, obligation, gratuity, 
or security for the payment of money, or for the delivery or conveyance of any- 
thing of value, with intent or design to have his decision or action on any question, 
matter, cause, or proceeding which may at any time be pending, or which may 
by law be brought before him in his official capacity, or in his place of trust or 
profit, influenced thereby, shall be fined not more than three times the amount 
of such money or value of such thing or imprisoned not more than three years, or 
both; and shall forfeit his office or place and be disqualified from holding any 
office of honor, trust, or profit under the United States. 

“This section shall not apply to violations of section 213 of this title.” 

Sec. 3. Chapter 11 of title 18 of the United States Code is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sections: 

“§ 224. Former officers and employees required to report employment with 
Government contractors. 

“Whoever, having been employed in any agency of the United States, including 
commissioned officers assigned to duty in such agency, within two years after 
the time when such employment or service in an agency of the United States has 
ceased, knowingly shall accept, receive, or enter into any employment, appoint- 
ment, ageney or service with or for any private individual, firm, company, cor- 
poration or contractor which, during the period of service of such officer or em- 
ployee in an agency of the United States, transacted business with such agency, 
and shall not promptly notify in writing (1) the agency concerned and (2) the 
General Accounting Office, shall be fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned not 
more than six months, or both. 

“§ 225. Employers of former officers or employees required to report. 

“Whoever knowingly shall employ, appoint, or accept the services of, any per- 
son employed in an agency of the United States, including commissioned officers 
assigned to duty in such agency, within two years after the time when such em- 
ployment or service in an agency of the United States has ceased, and shall not 
promptly notify in writing (1) the agency concerned and (2) the General Account- 
ing Office, shall be fined not more than $2,000 and imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both.”’ 

Senator Magnuson. We shall be glad to hear from you, Colonel, on 
what you have to say regarding this bill. 


STATEMENT OF COL. MARTIN MENTER, JUDGE ADVOCATE 
GENERAL’S OFFICE, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


Colonel Menter. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement, a 
copy of which I believe you have before you. It has been cleared 
with the Departments of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, and 
the Secretary of Defense, as always, but, in view of the time, we have 
not been able to clear it through the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator MaGnuson. You speak for the Department of Defense? 

Colonel Mrenter. Yes. I can either read the statement or submit it. 

Senator MaGnvuson. Put it in the record, and then tell me what 
your views are on the bill. 

Colonel Menter, All right, sir. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY A DEPARTMENT OF THE ArR Force WitNess CONCERNING 8. 974, 
A Britt To STRENGTHEN THE Law WitH Respect To BRIBERY AND GRAFT 


Mr. Chairman, sections 1 and 2 of the bill contain amendments to sections 201 
and 202 of chapter 11 of title 18 of the United States Code. Chapter 11 contains 
the sections concerning ‘“‘bribery and graft,’’ and sections 201 and 202 thereof 
concern actions intended to influence decisions of Government personnel in dis- 
charge of official functions. The amendments proposed to these sections clearly 
fall within the purview of the title of 8. 974. They seek to extend such sections 
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to include additional recited actions. However, insofar as the amendments seek 


to substitute ‘‘design’”’ as an alternative to ‘“‘intent”’ (see p. 1, line 7; p. 2, lines 7, 
11; p. 3, lines 7, 12), nothing is gained as both terms as used herein are believed 
synonymous. Deletions of the proposed term “design” is recommended. 

Section 3 proposes the addition of two new sections to chapter 11 of title 18 of 
the United States Code, to be designated as sections 224 and 225. These pro- 
posed sections prescribe a mandatory fine of not more than $2,000 or imprison- 
ment of not more than 6 months, or both, for the failure of the persons recited to 
“promptly notify in writing’ the General Accounting Office and the other Govern- 
ment ‘agency concerned.” Under the proposed section 224, these requirements 
and possible penalties would apply to any person who within 2 vears after leaving 
“employment” of an agency of the United States knowingly enters into the em- 
ployment of any private individual or firm that ‘‘transacted business’’ with the 
Government agency during the period of his employment therein. Under the 
proposed section 225, the notification requirements and possible penalties would 
apply to the individual or firm who employs a former Government employee within 
2 years after such Government service shall have terminated. The latter section 
does not contain the requirements of the proposed section 224 that the employer 
shall have ‘‘transacted business’? with the Government agenev concerned or that 
the employer be a “private” agency or firm. Commissioned officers are expressly 
included. in both proposed sections 224 and 225 as personnel “employed in an 
agency of the United States.” 

It is earnestly submitted that the proposed sections 224 and 225 would not 
accomplish the declared purpose of the bill: ‘‘to strengthen the law with respect 
to bribery and graft.’’ The scope of these sections, however well-meaning, is 
too encompassing. It is believed an unjust requirement to impose upon citizens 
who render honorable Government service. It will constitute an unnecessary 
harrassment of former Government employees and the prospective employers, 
governmental or private. It will handicap former Government employees in 
obtaining gainful private employment and consequently would also deter quali- 
fied private citizens from accepting commissions in the Reserve forces of the 
armed services. It would further impose an administrative burden on each 
Government “agency concerned” adversely disproportionate to the protection 
provided the Federal Government. 

The proposed section 224, after adopting the initial phraseology of section 284 
of title 18 of the United States Code, abandons the limited class there concerned 
for an indefinite class which would embrace all categories of personnel, from the 
lowest grade charwoman to the highest paid employee or commissioned officer 
of an agency. A Reserve officer on active duty for a training period of 60, 30, 
or even 15 days, appears to be included. A Reserve officer on release from active 
duty following a tour of combat duty in Korea would have to report under this 
section to his military department and the General Accounting Office on accept- 
ance of private employment, regardless of the nature of such employment, if 
the employer “transacted business’? with his military department while he was 
on active duty. The term ‘‘transacted business’”’ is not defined in the proposed 
section. The requirements of this section would apply to a Reserve officer ordered 
to active duty without his consent and who has a statutory entitlement to return 
to his former position. On demobilization following an emergency, hundreds 
of thousands of former Government personnel will knowingly accept employ- 
ment with individuals or firms that ‘transacted business’? with their former 
Government agency. Many of these people will not know of this statutory 
requirement, yet after rendering honorable wartime services, on return to normal 
peacetime pursuits they shall have committed a misdemeanor. 

Under proposed section 225, employers are required to render the required 
reports on employment of any person who within the 2 years preceding was a 
Government employee. It is reasonable to assume that in a competitive labor 
market employers may decline to employ former Government employees, thus 
unjustly handicapping such personnel. The vast breadth of this section is readhly 
apparent by the fact-that a literal application of its terms would require a house- 
wife to render the required reports when she temporarily employs a charwoman 
or messenger who has severed his Government employ within the two preceding 
vears. A literal application of this section would also appear to include even 
Government personnel agencies and corporations as “employers.” 

The enactment of section 3 of 8. 974 is not recommended. In lieu thereof 
continued vigilance on the part of Government agencies for detection of violation 
of existing laws,. such as section 284 of title 18 of the United States Code, and of 
implementing regulations of the ageney concerned. For example, in the Depart- 
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ment of the Air Force, a general policy is prescribed in Air Force Regulation 
No. 30-30, June 18, 1948, which states: 

“2. General Policy.—Former personnel and retired officers of the aforementioned 
services will not be permitted to deal with the Department of the Air Force in 
a representative capacity in any matter, including claims, if the individual 
concerned personally considered the matter or gained personal knowledge of the 
facts thereof while connected with these services. The same restriction is appli- 
cable to a person who is not included among such former personnel if he is directly 
associated in the particular matter involved with a person who is covered by the 
preceding sentence.”’ 

This regulation further expressly provides that— 

“3. Former Personnel, Both Military and Civilian.— 

* * * * * * * 


ce. In any matter, including claims, which involves representation by a person 
whom the Government representative concerned has reason to believe may be 
a former member whose incumbency has been terminated within less than two 
years or where there is reason to believe that a violation of the policy expréssed in 
paragraph 2 may be involved, an affidavit will be requested of the former member 
stating: 

(1) His former connection with the Department of the Air Force, De- 
partment of the Army, the War Department, or the Army, giving the date of 
entrance on duty and the date of termination thereof; 

‘“*(2) A statement whether his duties in such former connection related to 
subject matter of the nature of that involved in his representation; 

(3) That while he was connected with the Department of the Air Force, 
the Department of the Army, the War Department, or the Army, the matter 
was not pending therein, or if it was so pending: 

‘‘(a) That he gave no personal consideration to it and gained no per- 
sonal knowledge of the facts thereof while so connected; 

‘““(b) That he is not and will not be associated in the particular matter 
with any person who has personally considered it or gained personal 
knowledge of the facts thereof while connected with the Department of 
the Air Foree, the Department of the Army, War Department, or the 
Army; 

“(4) That his employment in the matter is not prohibited by the statutes 
cited in this paragraph. 

“d. Where the statements in such affidavit are negative and it does not other- 
wise appear that a violation of the policy or statutes set forth above is involved, 
representation will be permitted, and the affidavit will be filed with the papers 
in the case. Where it is clear that a violation of the policy or statutes set forth 
above is involved, representation will not be permitted, and the record will so 
indicate. 

* * * * * * 


Colonel Mrenrer. The first two sections of this bill amend existing 
provisions of title 18 of the Criminal Code, that chapter on bribery. 
The only comment I have on those two sections is the insertion of the 
term “design” in various places as an alternative to the word “intent.” 
It seems to me that where knowingly committing an act which is an 
offense goes to the state of mind, and while you say that a man 
commits the act knowingly, you must show he has the intent or you 
must show he has the design. It seems to me that as far as criminal 
law is concerned, the terms ‘intent’? and “design’’ are identical. 
If there is a difference, I do not think the difference would apply in 
criminal law. 

Senator Magnuson. Of course it is correct that most criminal 
statutes do not use the word “design” but use only the word “intent.’”’ 

Colonel MEnTER. Yes. 

Senator MaGnuson. That is a matter of most criminal codes. 

Now, on that point, Senator Williams is the author of the bill here. 
Maybe he might be able to give us some reason or give his reason why 
the word “design”? was added to the bill. 








BRIBERY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES o 


Senator WituiaMs. That was added at the request of the Comptrol- 
ler General who thought that with a change of language to that extent 
it would be more applicable. There is very little difference between 
the meaning of the two words. It would not be objectionable to 
having both in. It is merely that you are sure it is covered, that is 
the reason it was added. 

Senator Maanuson. Colonel Menter, you will notice that in line 6 
of section 201 of the bill, they say: 

Whoever directly or indirectly promises, offers, or gives, or commits any overt 
act intended or designed to be or lead to a promise, offer, or gift of, anv money, 
emolument, property, advantage, benefit, position, employment, opportunity, 
advancement or thing of value 

They add all those words to the present statute which now reads: 


Whoever promises, offers, or gives any money, or thing of value or makes or 
tenders 

What do you say about that language? 

Colonel Mrnrer. On the use of the words “designed to be or lead 
to a promise,”’ I can see where that perhaps would broaden the intro- 
duction to the various things which would be wrong, but when it 
gets down, Mr. Chairman, to the recitation of the purpose on line 10, 
that is where I do not believe there is a difference in meaning, “with 
intent or design to influence his decision.”’ It seems to me that both 
of those terms there go to the state of mind of the individual who is 
trying to affect the Government employee or Congressman in the 
discharge of official duties and the wrongdoer in the case would have 
a state of mind which is to influence the man’s decision one way or 
the other. Therefore, it is with the intent to influence a decision or 
with a design to influence a decision. I think they say the same thing. 

Senator Magnuson. Of course, if you have the design you have 
the intent. 

Colonel Menrer. That is my point. 

Senator MaGnuson. And if you have the intent you have the 
design. 

Colonel Menrer. Yes. 

Senator MaGnuson. Senator, why did the Comptroller General 
think that would help it or strengthen it? 

Senator Witiiams. Not being an attorney, I do not know what 
was behind it, but the Comptroller General and the legislative counsel 
recommended putting that language in, and of course I accepted that 
decision. 

Senator MaGcnuson. There is a letter here from the Comptroller 
General which probably should go into the record at this point. It 
is very short. I will read it: 

JUNE 13, 1951. 
Hon. WarrREN G. MacNnuson, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal Code, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: Reference is made to your letter of June 5, 1951, 
advising that vour subcommittee will be pleased to have the views of the General 
Accounting Office on 8. 974 (82d Cong.), entitled ‘‘a bill to strengthen the law with 
respect to bribery and graft,”’ and hearings scheduled for June 14, 1951. 

I regret that representatives of the General Accounting Office will be unable, 
because of previous commitments, to appear and testify at the time set for the 
hearing on 8S. 974. I am sure you will understand the need for careful advance 
planning for disposition of the small foree of qualified people available here 
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Such representatives could appear, if desired by the subcommittee, at any time 
after June 20, 1951, except for June 26. I am sending this report on the bill so as 
not to delay consideration thereof by the subcommittee. 

As you no doubt are aware, Senator John J. Williams in a letter of August 10, 
1950, asked, among other things, General Accounting Office “‘suggestions relative 
to the reemployment of Government employees by firms with whom they have 
negotiated * * * contracts.”’ In reply thereto dated August 18, 1950, there 
was suggested certain language designed to answer the Senator’s purpose. Six 
copies of pertinent excerpts from the reply are enclosed for use of your subcom- 
mittee.! 

The language of S. 974 conforms in all essential respects to that suggested by 
the General Accounting Office. However, upon further consideration after 
receiving your letter of June 5, 1951, it appears that difficulty might be en- 
countered in the administration of section 3 of the bill, if enacted into law. The 
section could be construed as requiring all Government employees to make a 
written report to their former agency and to the General Accounting Office if 
within 2 years after separation they go to work for anyone who did business 
with the agency before they left. The intention was that the requirement for 
report in writing apply only to former Government officers or employees who 
occupied positions or performed duties whose nature or importance was such as 
to make them susceptible to improper offers by unscrupulous outsiders. In view 
of this intention, clarifying changes are suggested in section 3, page 4, of S. 974, 
as follows: 

At line 7, after the word “States’’, insert the words ‘“‘as a civilian official or 
employee receiving compensation at a rate in excess of $5,000 per annum” 

Strike the last five words of line 7 and the first four lines of line 8, and insert in 
place thereof the words ‘“‘or having been a commissioned officer in the uniformed 
services as defined in section 102 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949.” 

At line 23, after the word “States’’, insert the words ‘“‘as a civilian official or 
employee receiving compensation at a rate in excess of $5,000 per annum.” 

Strike the last five words of line 23 and the first four words of line 24, and 
insert in place thereof the words ‘‘or any commissioned officer in the uniformed 
services as defined in section 102 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949.” 

It is believed that these changes would improve the bill 8. 974 and make the 
proposed new sections of the Criminal Code more workable. The civilian officials 
and emplovees covered by the bill, and all commissioned officers, along with 
those dealing with them in their official capacities, would be notified in advance 
that their dealings would be subject to close scrutiny. The great majority of 
Government people would be perfectly free to seek employment where they 
will without reporting it, and prospective employers would have no undue restraint 
on employing them. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Now, this letter does not deal with the reason for the word “design.”’ 

Senator WriuiAMs. I might say, Mr. Chairman, at this point that 
the Comptroller General is right. It was my intention, and I think 
his intention at the time, that the bill only be applicable to those who 
would be in a position of trust and policy making. If the language is 
applicable to stenographers at this time, I refer the language to the 
legislative counsel, or the committee can. It certainly was not in 
my mind that it should be applicable to a stenographer. 

As I said before, not being an attorney, I turned it over to the 
Comptroller General to have him work up the language to cover what 
we were planning to do. 

Senator MaGnuson. What about these other words, Colonel? For 
instance, the word that bothers me there is “opportunity.’’ It seems 
to me you have a pretty broad field when you talk of opportunity. 
Do you have any comment to make on that? 

Colonel Mrenter. I have no comment on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Magnuson. Do you think as I think that you run into 
some pretty broad fields, particularly in any attempt to prosecute 
cases of this kind? 





1 See p. 24, infra. 
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Senator Wituiams. Mr. Chairman, I think that the reason for that 
word was that X Company could be negotiating a contract, let us 
say, through Mr. Jones, a Government employee. Instead of offer- 
ing direct ‘employment in his company, he could have an associate 
or friend and he could promise him an opportunity for employment 
over in a friend’s office and maybe in turn it could be juggled around 
that way. 

In other words, this was to take care of a situation where there 
might be bribery of any description, because that would be a promise 
in return for special consideration. I think that is perhaps the reason 
for the word “opportunity” because the law as it reads now is just 
that you yourself, as a contractor, will give the Government employee 
directly employment, and so forth. 

Senator Magnuson. Of course, the basis of the old act was that in 
order to violate the old act you had to definitely prove what we call 
a thing of value. 


Senator WituiaMs. That is right. 

Senator Maenuson. It cannot be just a statement made by a 
fellow. For instance, suppose a lawyer is employed by the Depart- 
ment of the Defense and somebody comes along and he might say to 
them, ‘‘Now, you are a bright young man. You give us some con- 
sideration on this and may be when you are through “down here I have 
a big law firm up in New York and we might be able to use you. 
Now, would that be a violation of this act? 

Senator WituiaMs. I would say it would if you could prove that as 
a result of that he got the opportunity and he actually gave you the 
consideration. But just the mere fact that somebody said that 
happened would not be sufficient. 

Senator Magnuson. You would have to prove the direct connec- 
tion all the way through? 

Senator Wiiuiams. Certainly. 

Senator Ecron. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that “opportunity” 
would not be any more questionable than the word “benefit.”’ It 
seems to me as though they are more or less synonymous. 

Senator MaGnuson. I was thinking 1 in terms of where you get down 
to cases that the word “opportunity” might cover the whole w aterfront 
on this thing. 

Senator Wixiuiams. As sponsor of this bill, I had no intention, 
and certainly would not want to prohibit or restrict any Government 
employee from bona fide employment in industry whereby he might 
improve his status in life. I think that is something that a man has 
a right to do. This does not prevent any officer or employee of any 
agency from getting employment in industry. The only thing is that 
it puts it open and above board, that he must report to the agency 
for which he worked, outlining the contracts, what he is doing, «nd 
also report to the Comptroller General. They, in turn, are on notice 
and can check to see whether or not Mr. Jones, when he was employed 
with this agency, was in a position to give the corporation who em- 
ploved him special benefits or considerations and they can go back 
and check to see whether such was done and whether it was a payoff 
for a decision. 

In other words, it puts open and above board what the employee 
does. It certainly does not prohibit him from doing it. 











8 BRIBERY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Senator Magnuson. What is your position as to what the nature of 
this report should be, a letter stating that “TI have an opportunity to 
be employed by a company who used to do business with us”? 

Senator WituiAMs. This provides that it is a written report, both 
from the employee and the corporation that is employing him, if 
they have done business with the Government, notifying the agency 
and the General Accounting Office and putting them on notice by 
letter. 

I was on the War Investigating Committee. As a member of the 
War Investigating Committee, we ran into a situation which had been 
reported to us where a certain Government official had negotiated a 
contract with a certain corporation, which I would rather not name at 
this time, and within a few months after the contract was negotiated, 
he received a rather nice position with this corporation which was 
doing the war work. When we checked that case, we found that the 
employee had been employed by the corporation as it was reported, 
and the employee had been working in the Department which was 
negotiating the contract, but prior to this contract being awarded, 
apparently, the employer and the employee had been discussing the 
possibilities of employment. 

The Government employee had notified, in writing, each member 
of the board who was passing upon that contract, that he had been 
approached for employment by this contractor, it had nothing to do 
with this contract. He stated the salary and the offer he had, and 
he wrote that he wanted to go with them but he wanted the board to 
take that into consideration in making the award of the contract and 
to disregard every recommendation that he had made as to whether 
the contract should be done, and to look at it in the light of the fact 
that his recommendations were made by a man who was anticipating 
employment. He stated his recommendations had nothing to do 
with it. 

The board in that instance went on, reviewed it, decided to award 
the contract. I considered that a bona fide case. The man put the 
board on notice. The employer, the contractor who was doing it, in 
turn notified the board he was negotiating with one of the men, not 
to influence the contract but notified the board to take that into con- 
sideration as they awarded the contract. 

There would be nothing in this bill that would prohibit such pro- 
cedure, if it is open and aboveboard, as I think that particular case 
developed, that the employment was not being offered to influence 
any decision. Neither the employer nor the employee had any hesi- 
tancy in notifying the board in writing. We found those letters as 
referred to in the record, and immediately it removed our suspicion 
of the deal. 

Senator MaGcnuson. Anyway, the Department of Defense con- 
siders that the word ‘‘design”’ is not necessary in the act? 

Colonel Menter. Pages 2 and 3, sir. 

Mr. Ruppy. May I say that in the letter from the Comptroller 
General, he includes excerpts from his letter to Senator Williams, in 
which he makes this comment. I could read this paragraph. This 
is an extract from his letter to Senator Williams: 

Several criminal statutes deal with bribery of Government officers and em- 
ployees. They are contained in part I, chapter 11, of the Criminal Code as 
reenacted by the act of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 645, 18 U. S. C. 201 et seq.). 
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Section 201 prescribes the criminal penalty for promising, offering, or giving a 
bribe to one acting on behalf of the United States. Section 202 prescribes the 
penalty for acceptance of a bribe. There is no specific language on employment 
by Government contractors of former Government personnel. Further, these 
penalties are based on intent which, as you know, often is most. difficult to prove. 
To strengthen those sections, consideration might be given to amendments thereto 
along these lines 

Then he gives the language which is incorporated in this bill and 
one of his proposals i is “in line 12, after the word ‘intent’ insert the 
words ‘or design’.”’ 

He does not give any reason beyond the bare statement that he 
thinks it ought to go in there. 

Senator Magnuson. Now, do you have anything, Colonel, to say 
regarding section 202 except the “design’’? 

Colonel Menrer. No, sir. 

Senator Maanuson. Now we come to the one on which there 
appears to be some controversy, namely, section 3, on page 4 of the 
bill. I shall be glad to hear your comment on section 3. I under- 
stand section 3 is an addition to the present law. 

Colonel Menter. Yes, sir. Section 3 proposes two new sections 
to this chapter 11, which deals with bribery, Mr. Chairman. The 
first section deals with the prospective employee submitting the report, 
and the second section with the emplover submitting the report, in 
both cases to the General Accounting Office and the former Govern- 
ment agency in which the employee had worked. 

In the first of the two sections the wording, I believe, is taken from 
the existing section 281 of the Criminal Code down to probably after 
the words “has ceased”’ in line 12, but thereafter it broadens out 
considerably. Although we feel, undoubtedly, the motivation behind 
the sections is good to further prevent bribery in the Government, we 
do think that the sections are that broad that they will not actually 
accomplish the intent. As Senator Williams has pointed out, the 
present wording is broader than actually he did intend. 

Senator WituiAMs. No; I said if it were broader than intended. 
I used the language as submitted by the Comptroller General as 
concurred in by legislative counsel. It was not my intention, and 
the Comptroller General indicates it was not his, that we should include 
all clerical help. That is unnecessary. If the language does include 
that, that can very readily be corrected along the lines of the sugges- 
tion of the Comptroller General. 

Senator MaGnuson. It seems to me, in the first place, that Senator 
Williams’ purpose in this was, first of all to take the present statute 
and broaden the possibilities that might exist for this so-called bribery 
or graft, because the present law may not have been adequate, but 
it did cover most cases along those lines. However, you add language 
which might make it easier for prosecution for the same type of 
activity. 

Senator Wiuuiams. That is right. 

Senator Ecron. Mr. Chairman, is it not all contingent on the 
determination of whether they promptly notify in writing? 

Senator Magnuson. I have not come to that yet. That is the 
first part. There is a law now which prohibits the thing that we all 
consider, of course, an evil. All we are doing to that present law is 
adding some words which might make one kind of activity that 
possibly you could get out under the present law applicable to violation 
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by adding these other situations. But the main intent of the bill, 
as I understand, is the two new sections which require the reporting 
insofar as Government employees are concerned after they go out 
and take some other position or do some other work. 

It seems to me in reading the Attorney General’s letter, the Comp- 
troller General’s letter, and even from what Senator Williams says 
and what the Department of Defense says, that what we are trying 
to arrive at, the objective, is all right, a practical, legal way to require 
that kind of report, and that the present language that we now have 
suggests some situations that might cause an injustice. 

Senator WiiuraMs. I think the purpose or understanding is that 
there is no disagreement provided it can be worded in such a manner 
so as to apply only to those in position of making policy. 

Colonel Menrer. We go further than that. We actually recom- 
mend against section 3. We say there is no question about the intent 
being a good one. We think the section itself is not actually—— 

Senator MaGnuson. You think it is impractical, for one thing? 

Colonel Mrenrer. Yes. There are several things. 

Senator MaGnuson. Here is the letter from the Attorney General 
on this, dated June 11. I read from page 2 of his letter: 


These two additional sections 
speaking of the two added sections— 


would place great difficulties in the paths of former Government employees, 
including numerous commissioned officers, seeking positions with private industry. 
A former Government employee or commissioned officer on obtaining a private 
iob would have to inquire of his employer concerning the latter’s dealings with 
the Government, in order to determine whether or not notification on his part 
was required. This would apply not only to people who had been in policymaking 
or professional positions but to clerical and even menial employees— 


I think we can clear that up 


It would burden former Government attorneys and accountants who would have 
to interrogate each potential client with respect to his previous dealings with the 
Government agency for which the attorney or accountant had worked, over the 
entire period of his employment there. 

A former employee of the Bureau of Internal Revenue or of the Federal 
Security Agency, for example, regardless of his position or duties, would auto- 
matically be required to report his new job, since almost any prospective employer 
would have filed income tax or social security returns. There might be some 
question moreover as *o whether an “agency” refers to the particular division 
concerned or to the over-all department; for example, it is not clear whether an 
employee of some branch of the Treasury Department other than the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue would be regarded as having been employed by the same 
“agency” to which his prospective employer had paid income taxes. There 
might also be some question where the transaction of “business with’’ a Govern- 
ment agency would include such matters as discussions concerning a proposed 
Government regulation bearing upon the business of the prospective employer, 
the conduct of litigation as a party adverse to the Government, the settlement 
of such litigation, et cetera. 

“With respect to employers, fewer problems of interpretation would arise, 
since all employment or the utilization of the services of all former Government 
employees and many commissioned officers would have to be reported, regardless 
of the agency for which the individual had worked. On the other hand, this 
requirement would strike many employers as onerous, particularly when coupled 
with the necessity of informing the prospective employee of just what dealings 
with the Government he had been engaged in, in order to enable the employee to 
comply with the law. Such an employer would undoubtedly, in many cases, 
avoid hiring individuals who had worked for the Government, just to avoid such 
inconvenience or intrusion. 
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Senator Wrui1Ams. May I interrupt? I think on reading the bill, 
you will find there is nothing in this bill which calls on the Govern- 
ment employee, when he gets employment in private industry, to ask 
the employer, the prospective employer, for a list of business dealings 
he has done with this Government. There is nothing in the bill that 
does that. This bill merely says the employer and the employee 
notify the agency for which the employee has worked, the Department 
of Justice, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, or whatever 
agency it is. He notifies that agency. He notifies the General Ac- 
counting Office that they are hiring Mr. Jones. If it is this gentleman 
here, he notifies the War Department, and notifies the General Ac- 
counting Office. They do not have to list the contracts they have had 
with the Government. There is nothing in this bill that does that. 

Senator Magnuson. Is it your contention that the bill only re- 
quires the employer to say, “I have been doing business with the 
Government’’; he does not need to go into detail as to what it was? 

Senator Wiui1AMs. He puts them on notice. Then if there is any 
suspicion regarding that particular transaction, that particular em- 
ployee, as developed in the case of our own committee a couple of 
years ago, we can go to the file, we can find whether or not it has been 
reported to the Comptroller General, who, in turn, if he is suspicious 
prior to that time, can investigate. You do not have to investigate 
every individual case, 

I think the statement of the Comptroller General sets down exactly 
why this is necessary and what it proposes to do. Nowhere does this 
spell out that the employee has to go into all the details of all the 
transactions he has had with that employer or anything else, unless 
there is suspicion, in which event, an investigation is in the ordinary 
course of events in order, anyway. 

Senator Magnuson. Of course, in some cases the interpretation of 
law after it is enacted becomes a great deal different than what was 
intended at the time of the enactment. 

Senator WruuraMs. That is true. 

Colonel Mrenrer. In the case of a prospective employer considering 
employing 15 individuals who were former Government employees, 
say, right after demobilization so there would be no question that it 
was within that 2-year period, he would have to check his records to 
find out, in the ease of Mr. A, who said he was with the Department 
of the Interior during the last 10 years, whether he did or did not 
transact business with that Department. Mr. B was with the Depart- 
ment of the Army; he would have to check and see whether or not he 
transacted business with the Department of the Army through the 
entire period of the employee’s association many years back. 

Senator Maanuson. I would suggest, Colonel, it would be pretty 
hard in this whole United States to find any concern that might be a 
prospective employer that has not some time or other done business 
with the Government. 

Colonel Menrrr. Especially during the period of mobilization, and 
therefore he would have to make a check. 

Senator MaGnuson. So it would cover pretty nearly everybody. 

Do you consider that the interpretation of the word “employee” 
and the suggested language would cover everybody in the armed 
services? 
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Colonel Menrer. No. The “employee” would cover only com- 
missioned officers. By the enumeration of commissioned officers, you 
intend to omit warrant officers and enlisted personnel. 

Senator WinuiaMs. They are spelled out clearly. 

Colonel Menrer. I think there is the fact that the employer has to 
make that check raises a question in his mind, and also he would have 
to have his name on the General Accounting Office list where possibly 
something happened in the past that might warrant the reopening of 
his case for investigation. He may not want to get on that list if he 
has a chance to select somebody perhaps not as well qualified but 
who did not serve in the Government. 

Again, I am not attacking the motive behind the bill, but that is 
the result as we see it. 

As far as transacting business, as the Department of Justice letter 
points out, it is terribly broad. It would depend on court decisions 
as to what constituted a transaction of business, discussions leading 
to contracts. It is very broad. 

Senator WituiaMs. Colonel, you will agree with me that there have 
been rather unpleasant cases called to our attention in the past where 
employees of the Government, even of the Defense Department, have 
misused their position to take advantage of their position with the 
Government in order to improve their future relations with their 
employer. Is that not true? 

Colonel Mrnrer. There is no question in human relations, no 
matter what line of endeavor a man follows in the course of his life, 
he is going to try to improve himself and you are going to find individ- 
uals who are going to take advantage. 

Senator WitiiAMs. You will agree with me, also, that the law as it 
is now written does not properly safeguard and protect us against a 
repetition of those unpleasant cases? We have not been protected 
anyway. 

Colonel Menter. I think the answer to that, sir, would always be 
“Yes,” because there will always be exceptions which the law does not 
quite cover. We always, of course, do want to cover them, but I 
think this approach here is too broad. 

If I may mention a few other points, on this employment by an 
individual, an attorney hiring another man coming off duty. Let 
us say a Reserve officer is called for training for 60 days or 15 days. 
The wording, I think, is broad enough to include him. Certain people 
who are inducted into the Armed Forces have a statutory right to 
reemployment. I wonder whether or not this does not even require 
a report in those cases when he goes back to his own firm. 

Senator WiLtLt1AMs. How much difficulty would there be if Mr. Jones 
believes all he bas to do is drop two letters, one to the head of his 
agency that “TI am going back to General Motors” or General Electric, 
the other to the General Ace ounting Office? 

Senator Magnuson. What about the dollar-a-year men? 

Senator WiiuiaMs. The dollar-a-year men would have to report. 

Senator Magnuson. Let us take Charles Wilson, for example. 
When he gets through he would have to send a Jetter to General 
Electric? 

Senator WituiaAms. He would notify the agency for which he is 
now working and notify the General Accounting Office. Let us say, 
for instance, that he is going back to General Electric. General 
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Electric would notify those two agencies that they have hired him. 
There is nothing wrong with it unless there is special consideration 
that he has given that corporation during the time he held the position 
which would indicate it was a pay-off. There is nothing wrong with 
it; if it is a bona fide employment he should not be ashamed of it. 

Senator Magnuson. I do not suppose in those cases there would 
be, but I am wondering what the administrator would feel. The law 
contemplates two simple letters, but I have seen these things become 
much different when someone gets hold of them and tries to enforce it. 
His administrative interpretation might be somewhat different. 
Supposing | went back tomorrow and started to practice law; under 
this act I would have to ask every client that came in to see me, ‘‘Have 
you ever done any business with the Government?’’ He would have to 
tell me what he had been doing with the Government and he probably 
would go down the hall and get another lawyer. He would not want 
to be bothered with going through all that rigmarole. 

Senator WiituiamMs. What section are you speaking of that would 
do that? 

Senator MaGnuson. You are speaking of Members of Congress. 

Senator WinuiAMs. You are already restricted from taking cases 
against the Government. 

Senator Magnuson. I say, suppose I quit Congress tomorrow and 
went back to Montana and started to practice law; I would have to 
say to you, if you came in and wanted to hire me, “Have you ever 
done business with the Government?” Then you would say the kind 
of business and I would have to talk, if it was a big corporation, a long 
time before we got down to the business about which you came to 
see me. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Magnuson. The Attorney General mentions the enforce- 
ment of this, which is another difficult and practical matter. 

Senator WiiuiAMs. Most of the enforcement goes back to the 
General Accounting Office, that is the one that would have to refer it 
to the Department of Justice. The Comptroller General himself 
said it would not be impractical from an administrative standpoint 
and he is the No. 1 man who is going to have to administer it. 

Senator Magnuson. He would have a half-million letters a year 
that he would have to file. 

Senator Wituiams. We do not have a half-million top employees 
in the Government leaving each year and going with private industry. 

Senator Magnuson. You would when you include the Defense 
Department. In any emergency there would probably be 300,000 or 
400,000 Reserves who would be going back to employment in any 
one year. 

Senator Wiiut1ams. You would in an emergency, but I am hoping, 
as we look forward over a period of years, that we will not always be 
in an emergency. This is long-range legislation. This is not just 
legislation for this emergency. This is for a permanent piece of 
legislation and the turn-over would be relatively small. Now, the 
Comptroller General said the administration would be feasible and 
the only reason he would suggest the Department of Justice is that 
he would have a large number of bribery cases. 

Senator MaGcnuson. What about an accountant employed in the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue who wanted to establish his own account- 








14 BRIBERY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


ing office? He would have to inquire of all his clients whether or not 
they had done business with the Government and the nature of the 
business. 

Senator WruuiaMs. If I am not mistaken, that accountant today, 
when he goes before the Tax Court and takes the case of Mr. X as a 
taxpayer, if he was employed with the Treasury Department prior 
to that time the court is supposed to be put on notice that he was a 
former revenue agent. 

Senator Maanuson. That is when he takes an actual case. How- 
ever, supposing, for instance, at home the accountant in my place is 
a former internal revenue agent. He does work for many, many 
corporations in town. If this law were passed, he would have to 
inquire of them what business they had been doing with the Govern- 
ment and the details. I think what you are trying to get at here 
might offer a lot of practical difficulties, particularly as to professionals. 

Senator Wituirams. Of course, I am not a professional man, but 
I think some of the professions would stand a little higher code of 
ethics in certain cases. 

There is nothing here that is intended to stop them from the 
practice of law or accounting, but I say if a man leaves the Treasury 
Department and zoes into private practice, he should put the Treas- 
ury Department and the Department of Justice and the Comptroller 
General on notice that he is going into private practice. 

As far as notifying as to each individual case, certainly not, that 
is carrying it to a ridiculous degree. 

Senator MaGnuson. That is what he would have to do under the 
present wording. 

Senator Wituiams. It could very readily be corrected. As I said 
before, if the law does carry it to the ridiculous degree, certainly it 
was never intended; that could be taken out. 

Senator Maa@nuson. We all appreciate this was never intended to 
carry it out to a ridiculous and impractical degree. What we are 
thinking about now is legal language that would get at the thing 
which you want to get at. 

Senator Wiiurams. Of course, the reason I used this language is 
that the attorneys in the Comptroller General’s office and the legis- 
lative counsel, who are our lawyers, wrote the language to accomplish 
the purpose that we were trying to accomplish. Not being a lawyer 
myself, I am not going to get into the legal arguments with you as a 
lawyer. That is something that can be worked out with the lawyers. 

It seems to me there is a way that it can be done without putting 
on the statute books the old law which said you cannot go into private 
industry under 2 years in any circumstances, which I[ think is un- 
reasonable. There should be a law to take care of it and still give 
the man a right to go back if there is nothing wrong with it and at 
the same time protect the Government. 

Mr. Warren says, in his letter of August 18, in which he recom- 
mended these two statutes, and I quote: 

The mere existence of these provisions on the statute books would have a 
powerful deterrent effect. The intent and the overt act to defeat the public 
interest or defraud the United States, by connivance between Government em- 
ployees and contractors for future employment, would be punishable. Yet 
those whose arrangements are entirely legal and ethical would not be penalized. 
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Now that was clearly the intention of both of us— 


those whose arrangements are entirely legal and ethical would not be penalized. 

They would have ample protection to do what the honest businessman does 
in the everyday course of business. At the same time the Government, through 
information given to the agencies and to the General Accounting Office as the 
agent of the Congress, would have effective means to check on the legality of 
the dealings with special reference to established safeguards for the expenditure 
of public funds. It is believed, also, that the suggested changes in the law would 
be entirely suitable in view of the statements printed at pages 12707 to 12709, 
inclusive, of the Congressional Record for August 15, 1950, with reference to a 
proposed amendment to 8, 3936 for a similar purpose. 

It is clearly the intention, and all that I want this language to do, 
and if it does not do it, all 1 want it to do, is to carry out the purpose 
as explained so well by Mr. Warren in that one paragraph so that we 
can safeguard the interest of the Government, protect us, put us on 
notice, because I agree with Mr. Warren completely that it is almost 
a self- policing job. The mere fact that you or I, as a Government 
employee, has to notify the agency for which we work that we are 
going to take employment with X company and the mere fact that 
that company, in turn, knows that they have to notify the agency 
and the General Accounting Office that they are employing you, 
will give rise to very few shady transactions. 

Senator Magnuson. Let me inject this observation. I do not 
think that any of us read in this language the suggestion that any one 
would be penalized who did not do anything wrong, but what we 
are suggesting is the impracticability under the present language of 
‘ -omplying with the law which I think would cause all kinds of trouble, 
particularly in professionals. 

If I were an attorney for the Department of Justice, or even if I quit 
Congress and went to practice law, I do not know just how I could 
comply with the terms of that act. I think it would be very cumber- 
some, very impractical. It would seriously handicap anyone who 
wanted to employ me as a lawyer. 

Senator Ecron. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the colonel, if 
section 3 were deleted, then would you be agreeable to the bill? 

Colonel Menrer. Yes, sir; with the sole suggestion that further 
conside ration be given to the use of the term ‘ ‘design’ as an alternative 
to “intent” and I think the Department of Justice may well go into 
that a little further and advise the committee. 

Senator MAGNUSON. Section 3, Senator Ecton, seems to be the one 
that has caused the discussion; as to the compliance with section 3. 

Senator Ecron. Senator Williams, of course, has given this much 
more study and he has had much more experience on that War Inves- 
tigating Committee with the cases that have come up, but to me, for 
all intents and purposes, it seems that the purpose would be accom- 
plished up to the point of section 3, that is, the new language so 
broadens the present law that it seems to me it would be very salutary 
and a considerable warning to any future former employees who would 
try to do something underhanded. 

Senator Maanuson. You see there are on the statute books sufli- 
cient laws which cover the subjects of bribery and graft and conspiracy 
with respect to bribery and graft. The conspir acy statute would 
cover that very adequately. What you are trying to get at here is 
the question of mainly the evil of people who are working for the 
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Government who go out and work for somebody else, and because of 
what they may have done for these people while they are in the 
Government; is that not mainly what you are talking about? 

Senator Wriuiams. As far as section 3 is concerned, I think we need 
something to tighten up the existing law, but I do not think there is 
any wide difference of opinion among us as to what we are trying to do. 
I certainly am not interested in preventing a Member of Congress or 
anyone who is a lawyer from going back and practicing law, put them 
in a position where you have to third-degree every client. That was 
never the intention. 

Senator MaGnuson. I understand that. 

Senator Witiiams. I do not think it was ever the intention of the 
Comptroller General. I think the law can be rewritten if it is necessary 
so that we can spell out what we do intend to do. If you or I should 
leave Congress and vou are going back to the practice of law, I see 
nothing wrong with putting in there that you are going to report all 
the prospective clients, merely the fact to the General Accounting 
Office, and I suppose it would be to the Secretary of the Senate, that 
you are going back to practice law, period. If I am going back to 
private industry and | am taking a position with some major corpora- 
tion, there is nothing wrong with my taking that position. If there is 
nothing wrong with it, I should not be ashamed to put that on the 
record that I am going with them, just that mere fact. 

As I said before, we operated for a number of years in this country 
under the principle that we could not even do those things under 2 
years, which [ think was an unjust hardship. 

Senator Magnuson. It did not apply to professionals. 

Senator WiLuiAMs. But it did to the employment of men, and I 
think it is wrong. Perhaps the language may need rewriting, and 
certainly I have no intention of making it so burdensome that it will 
work in the manner that has been referred to by the Department of 
Justice. 

Senator Ecron. We do not want to harass anyone. 

Senator MaaGnuson. I think that is very clear as to what we are 
trying to do, but we are trying to point out the impracticability of the 
application of this type of wording. That is the main thing. 

Under the act, as it is written, a lawyer would have to report, send 
a letter to the Comptroller General pretty nearly every time he got a 
new client. 

Senator WituraMs. It never was intended that way and, whether 
it does do that or not, I think that part of the discussion could be 
carried on with the legislative counsel, whom I look to, not being an 
attorney myself, to write the language of the bill. 

Senator Ecton, who is a cosponsor, is not an attorney. What we 
are trying to do is to prevent a continuation of some of the condi- 
tions which I know you do not approve of, none of us approve of, 
that have been happening and have been reported to the press as 
almost everyday occurrences. 

Senator MaGnuson. I think we all understand the intent and 
motive of the act. I say again, we are trying to point out the legal 
impracticability of the provisions as they now stand. 

Senator Witi1ams. Maybe we could improve it in principle and 
rewrite the language that would carry out the principle of what we 
are all trying to achieve. 
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Colonel Menrer. On section 224, to allude back to the statement 
the chairman made before, that following a demobilization period 
there would be a mass of citizens returning to private gainful em- 
ployment, both who were civilian emplovees of the Government and 
military commissioned personnel of all the forces, and at that time 
undoubtedly almost every firm would have had some transactions or 
business with the Government; therefore, hundreds of thousands of 
these individuals would be returning to private employment who 
probably would know or could assume that their prospective em- 
ployer had some business with the Government during the period of 
the emergency, but many of those people will never know the exist- 
ence of this statute, no matter how much they publicize it, and then 
it would be hard to pick out the boy who did a little wrong, a lot of 
wrong, or perhaps later on did wrong but who, at the time he failed 
to register, was perfectly all right. 

Senator Maanuson. If he failed to register, he would be in viola- 
tion. 

Colonel Mrenter. That is my point. Under the mandatory wording 
of this, he would be guilty of a misdemeanor although, perhaps, in 
justice, the court would suspend sentence. 

Senator Magnuson. Let me ask this one question: If a Reserve 
officer went into the Army now, a young lieutenant, and then went 
back to run a filling station for Standard Oil or Texaco, he would have 
to notify the main office to write the Comptroller General that they 
are about to take him back in the filling station and he would have to 
write the Comptroller General and the Army that he is now back 
running the filling station, and if he did not do that he would be in 
violation of the law. 

Senator WiiuraMs. That is putting an interpretation on it which 
was never intended in this law. With the legislative counsel not 
being here, I am not arguing with vou as to whether you are correct 
or wrong. It was never intended in the law that all these Reserve 
officers that are being called up or the men that are being put in service 
should have to report or be put under such regulation. It would not 
be applicable at all, as vou have described it. It would be applicable 
to you or any other man, whether he was a Reserve officer or not, if, 
during the time of service, he sat in Washington and had a position 
where he gave contracts or was responsible for “police: v-making decisions 
that benefited that corporation, and it was the opinion of the C omp- 
troller General and the legislative counsel that this language did what 
I say we are trying to do. 

As I said before, there is no use arguing with me, I have never been 
a lawyer. I have never seen a bill written by any lawyer yet that a 
layman could sit down and read and understand. 

Senator Maanuson. No one is arguing that point. Of course, 
interpretation is what makes lawsuits. We are merely pointing out, 
under the language as now suggested, what some of the ramifications 
of the statute might be, the way it is suggested. No one is questioning 
or arguing what you intend to do; we all agree with you. 

Senator WiiuiAMs. Forgetting the language here for a moment; 
Colonel, do you have any objections to the principle of what we are 
trymg to accomplish? Do you have any objections if we put that 
in language that lawyers would agree on, if we can ever get lawyers 
to agree? 
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Colonel Menter. Of course, the Department of Defense has no 
objection to legislation which could be shown to prevent bribery, 
and where the net result would outweigh the administrative difficulties 
involved. There is no doubt about that. 

I do think, though, that before the Department of Defense would 
give a definite commitment on any draft, we would want to consider 
it, if this were revised, and completely eliminating the possibility 
where my wife would be subject to penalty if she hired a charwoman 
who happened to work with the Department of Defense, and limit 
it even to professional members. I do think, though, there are other 
problems in this draft which need clarification, this definition of 
transacting business. 

I would like to turn to another problem. 

Senator MaGnuson. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Menrer. As I say, there is no argument with the motiva- 
tion behind this. It is solely a cold analysis of whether or not the 
administrative difficulties or the object to be accomplished, one out- 
weighs the other. In this particular case, there must be a purpose 
for having these lists. Nobody is afraid of turning the names in for 
anything if they have worked for the Government. We are all proud 
of what we do. If we commit a wrong, of course we should be prose- 
cuted. That applies to everybody. We object to possible prosecu- 
tion for an individual who would commit no wrong. 

I would like to go into this list business a little. There would be 
sO Many names on the list and these agencies presumably are to do 
something with them, not just compile them. An agency would have 
to check back to find out what contracts were had with the firms. 
Or perhaps the thought is that the agency would merely file it in case 
some time later in the agency’s dealings some allusion should be made 
to the fact that so and so was a former Government employee who is 
now dealing with a particular concern that that agency is now trans- 
acting business with and they would check their records to see whether 
or not that man’s name was listed. But the listing of the name itself 
does not seem to me to tie it in as to whether or not the individual 
had been engaged on behalf of the Government in any dealings with 
that particular concern. 

Under this bill, even applying it solely to professionals, there is 
no individual who goes to work for the private corporation or private 
individual representing the Government in prior dealings with that 
agency. If his name is on a list, say, it is possible that later on he may 
be doing things which are reprehensible but they should not have a 
bearing as to what he did when he was with the Government if he had 
no dealings with that particular corporation while representing the 
Government. 

Senator WiuuiaMs. Colonel, as I said before, there has been no 
thought of making this unworkable by carrying it to the ridiculous 
stage. Frankly, 1 do not think the bill does, where, as you pointed 
out, vour wife could not even hire a charwoman. 

Coionel Mrenter. We all agree that is not the intent but the word- 
ing of it is terribly broad. 

Senator WituiamMs. Anyway, there is no use debating that point 
because that was not the intent. The General Accounting Office 
legislative counsel say it does not do that. We can get them up here 
and I think it would be well to have a hearing of the legislative counsel 
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and General Accounting Office representatives in order that, as at- 
torneys, they can say what this bill does. 

Senator Magnuson. I am an old prosecutor. I know how you can 
take words and prosecute and put interpretations on them. 

Senator Wiiurams. That part can be cleared up. Somewhere 
down the line there is a manner in which the law can be done when we 
all agree on the principle. I am not saying this as any reflection 
against the service—it is no more true there than anywhere else—but 
you will agree with me we have had several instances before our 
committee when we were checking this where former contracting 
officers received rather lucrative positions with certain corporations 
with whom they had negotiated profitable contracts. Maybe it was 
all right, but they were questionable. There arises a suspicion not 
only in our minds but in the minds of a Jot of people. 

I think you will agree with me that the general respect of the 
American people for their Government today is lower than it has 
ever been in our history. We have to do something that will put it 
on a higher plane where they will know they are being safeguarded. 
This may not be the answer, but there has to be an answer gotten 
somewhere different from what we are operating under today. We 
cannot continue having these cases pointed out where Government 
employees make a fantastic sum and then have the Department of 
Justice come along and say it is morally wrong but there is no law 
against it. We have to correct that law and you agree with me, and 
I think if this does not do it, let us get what does do it. If this does 
not go far enough, let us go farther. 

Colonel Mrenrer. Of course, we will agree there have been viola- 
tions of law and reprehensible actions by people in the past who have 
worn the uniform of the service, and the committee you served on un- 
doubtedly has done a good service in turning up those cases. It has 
been the services themselves who have followed through on some of 
those cases, you will recall, and took action, which perhaps may even 
have been questionable under the current law but they took the action 
for the best interest of the American people. Following the war, we 
came out with policies trying to correct that and instructed all of our 
people who were engaged in procurement as to the courses of action to 
guide them in their dealings with Government representatives. 

On that point, if l may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to just 
what the Air Force has in a regulation No. 30-30 promulgated on June 
18, 1948. Here is our general policy: 

Former personnel and retired officers of the afore-mentioned services will not be 
permitted to deal with the Department of the Air Force in a representative capac- 
ity in any manner, including claims, if the individual concerned personally con- 
sidered the matter or gained personal knowledge of the facts thereof while con- 
nected with these services. The same restriction is applicable to a person who is 
not included among such former personnel if he is directly associated in the par- 
ticular matter involved with a person who is covered by the preceding sentence. 

That is a statement of policy, and then the regulation covers affi- 
davits that we may require to determine whether an individual 
engaged in work on behalf of a particular concern that he now repre- 
sents is violating policy. Each department of the Government, I 
believe, has probably brought out its own policy regulations. 

Senator Magnuson. The Bureau of Internal Revenue has the same 
type of regulation, even stronger. I know that the agencies like the 
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Securities and Exchange Commission and the Civil Aeronautics 
Board have certain affidavits. 

Senator Witi1ams. They do, and what I said before was certainly 
not any reflection on the service. I just used that. Nor is it any 
reflection on the services in general. I think, by far, most of the 
Government employees are honest, just the same as most of the 
people are honest, but we do have a few individual cases cropping up 
in all of the services and it is for those individual cases that we have 
to make laws. I think we have to go beyond letting these agencies 
administer themselves with regulations which I think they are trying 
to do. I think they are trying to do a good job, but I think we have 
to go beyond that because the evidence e, every day in the papers that 
we pick up, indicates that is not doing the work. That is not any 
reflection; it is a matter of fact. You know vourself is not proving 
the necessary deterrent to this problem. I think we have to go along 
and spell it out in the law a little further. Maybe this is not the 
answer, but if it is not the answer, I think it is getting time that we 
do find the answer somewhere, where we can do it. 

Many countries have even resorted to the principle where every 
employee above a certain level files an inventory of his net worth when 
he goes in Government service and files an inventory when he comes 
out. 

Senator Maanuson. I am sure there would be no objection to that 
around here but I am afraid our credit might be impaired when we 
got through, because we would not have as much as when we started 
out. 

Senator WixuraMs. I think we have an unsolved problem confront- 
ing us. We all agree on that. We all agree we want to solve it 
without making it appear ridiculous. Maybe this is not the law. I 
have no pride of authorship. 

Senator Maanuson. Sometimes the question of passing the law 
does not always do the thing that we want todo. Sometimes it works 
just the reverse. We have had some bad experiences where we have 
tried to correct evil and passed a law to correct an evil, but it has 
created much more evil in a different way than the evil we tried to 
correct. It is like cutting the patient’s neck off to save his life. 

Commander Corwin, do you have anything to say on this? 

We shall be glad to hear you briefly. 


STATEMENT OF COMMANDER H. B. CORWIN, RETIRED OFFICERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Corwin. I represent the Retired Officers’ Association. 

We have no prepared statement, Senator, and we have not done so 
because it is completely unclear whether or not these sections would 
relate to retired officers and it has not been made clear in there that it 
is directed to former officers and employees. On the other hand, 
the Supreme Court has held that a retired officer is an officer of the 
Government as such. 

Senator Magnuson. In other words, he cannot retire? 

Mr. Corwin. He remains an officer of the Government. Whether 
or not this is directed to him is not clear. 

At the present time there are around 90,000 retired officers. Of 
those, around 60,000, I believe, are Reserve officers. Under Public 
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Law 810 Reserve officers are eligible for retirement for reasons other 
than disability. Whether or not this refers to these people is not 
clear. 

Sections 281 and 283 of the Criminal Statutes make exceptions in 
the case of retired officers from the provisions of those statutes with 
certain restrictions on those exceptions. A 2-year restriction, for 
instance, applies to section 283 and under 283 a retired officer cannot 
handle any matter which he personally handled himself while on that 
duty. 

On section 281, there is no restriction from the provisions but no 
retired officer can at any time be engaged to take part in a sale for the 
Government. 

Now, these restrictions on retired officers have been confused still 
more by legislative provisions in the appropriation act, particularly 
section 1215 of the General Appropriation Act of 1951. It prohibits 
any pay to any retired officer who deals with the Department of 
Defense or other people included in the pay acts. It is not clear 
whether or not these retired officers would be required to make this 
statement or their employers would be required to make this report. 
I think that should be clarified as to what is the intent where they 
are former officers and whether they would be included or exempted 

Senator Maanuson. We have already placed in the record the 
statement of the Department of the Air Force. The chairman is 
going to suggest that we place in the record the letter of the Attorney 
General, dated June 11, 1951, and the letter of the Comptroller 
General, dated June 13, 1951, with the enclosure dated August 18, 
1950. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 

JUNE 11, 1951. 
Hon. Pat McCarran, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (8. 974) to strengthen the law with 
respect to bribery and graft. 

To accomplish its purpose, as indicated by the title, the bill proposes to amend 
sections 201 and 202 of title 18 of the United States Code, and to add two new 
sections to that title. 

Section 201 relates to offers and bribes to officers or other persons acting for or 
on behalf of the United States, with intent to influence their official decisions or 
actions. Section 202 relates to the acceptance or solicitation of bribes by officers 
or other persons acting for or on behalf of the United States. The amendments to 
sections 201 and 202 would enlarge the scope of the bribery statutes by including 
the commission of an overt act intended or designed to lead to a bribe, by extend- 
ing the type of consideration covered to include any “‘emolument, profit, ad- 
vantage, benefit, position, emplovment, opportunity, [or] advancement,” and in 
several other minor respects. The Department favors enlargement of sections 
201 ane 202 along the lines proposed in this bill in order to cover situations which 
are inherently dishonest and vet are not at present clearly criminal, as a means of 
ensuring @ high standard of honesty on the part of Government officials and those 
who deal with them. 

Section 3 of the bill would add two new sections to chapter 11 of title 18. The 
first of these would be designated section 224 and would require any former officer 
or employee of any Government agency, including commissioned officers assigned 
to duty in such agency, who, within 2 years after leaving such service, knowingly 
enters into any employment, appointment, agency, or service for any individual or 
firm which during the period of his Government service had transacted business 
with his agency, to notify the ageney concerned and the General Accounting Office, 
under penalty of fine, imprisonment, or both, for failure to do so promptly. 
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The second proposed section would be designated section 225 and would require 
anyone who knowingly employs, appoints, or accepts the services of any person 
who had been employed by the Government within the previous 2 years, includ- 
ing such commissioned officers, to notify such employee’s former agency and the 
General Accounting Office, under threat of similar penalties. 

These two additional sections would place great difficulties in the paths of 
former Government employees, including numerous commissioned officers, seek- 
ing positions with private industry. A former Government employee or com- 
missioned officer on obtaining a private job would have to inquire of his employer 
concerning the latter’s dealings with the Government, in order to determine 
whether or not notification on his part was required. This would apply not only 
to people who had been in policymaking or professional positions but to clerical 
and even menial employees. It would burden former Government attorneys 
and accountants who would have to interrogate each potential client with respect 
to his previous dealings with the Government agency for which the attorney or 
accountant had worked, over the entire period of his employment there. 

A former employee of the Bureau of Internal Revenue or of the Federal Security 
Agency, for example, regardless of his position or duties, would automatically 
be required to report his new job, since almost any prospective employer would 
have filed income-tax or social-security returns. There might be some question, 
moreover, as to whether an ‘“‘agency”’ refers to the particular division concerned 
or to the over-all department; for example, it is not clear whether an employee 
of some branch of the Treasury Department other than the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue would be regarded as having been employed by the same “agencv”’ 
to which his prospective employer had paid income taxes. There might also 
be some question whether the transaction of ‘‘business with’ a Government 
agency would include such matters as discussions concerning a proposed Govern- 
ment regulation bearing upon the business of the prospective employer, the con- 
duct of litigation as a party adverse to the Government, the settlement of such 
litigation, etc. 

With respect to employers, fewer problems of interpretation would arise, since 
all employment or the utilization of the services of all former Government em- 
ployees and many commissioned officers would have to be reported, regardless 
of the agency for which the individual had worked. On the other hand, this 
requirement could strike many employers as onerous, particularly when coupled 
with the necessity of informing the prospective emplovee of just what dealings 
with the Government he had been engaged in, in order to enable the employee 
to comply with the law. Such an employer would undoubtedly, in many cases, 
avoid hiring individuals who had worked for the Government, just to avoid such 
inconvenience or intrusion. 

It is not clear, also, whether these sections would apply immediately upon 
enactment of the bill, to existing employment or professional relationships of 
persons who had left the Government service less than 2 years previously. Be- 
cause of this uncertainty, such persons, and their employers and clients, would 
feel obliged to avoid any risk of violation and comply with the notification provi- 
sions of the bill. A heavy burden would thus be placed upon employers, em- 
ployees, lawyers and other professional people, and clients, to examine what in 
many cases might be a wide range of business, employment, or professional 
relationships, with sufficient haste to comply with the requirement of “‘prompt’’ 
notification provided for in the bill. 

The apparent purpose of the provisions to be added by section 3 is to enable the 
Government more readily to discover violations of sections 201 and 202, as they 
would be amended, and perhaps of other criminal statutes as well. These new 
provisions would not themselves purport to control the conduct of Government 
employees during or after their Government service; such conduct is already 
regulated by other provisions of title 18—e. g., sections 201, 202, et seq., 281, 
283, 284, 434, and 1914. The reports to be required by the new sections 224 
and 225 would be of little value unless they were analyzed and the employment 
history of each individual involved carefully reviewed, in order to determine 
whether any illegal conduct had occurred. This would impose a tremendous 
administrative burden on the individual agencies as well as on the General Ac- 
counting Office. Over 400,000 employees left the Government service last year 
for reasons other than death or retirement, the majority undoubtedly to take 
jobs in private enterprise. See Sixty-seventh Annual Report, Civil Service 
Commission, 1950, page 77. The new employer of every such person would have 
to file a report, as would a large number of the employees as well. The expendi- 
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ture of time and money required to study and analyze so many reports and files 
would be of overwhelming proportions. 

While the reporting procedure which would be added by section 3 might result 
in deterring some criminal conduct and in some violations of law being brought to 
light, it is the view of the Department of Justice that these benefits would be far 
outweighed by the disadvantages inherent in the section; the unfairness to former 
Government employees and commissioned officers seeking private jobs; the harm 
to the morale of present Government employees which would follow awareness 
of this fact; the increased difficulties that would result in recruiting personnel to 
man the Government’s defense activities; and the vast burden and expense of 
analysis and investigation which would be imposed on both the General Account- 
ing Office and the individual Government agencies. Accordingly, the Department 
of Justice recommends that 8. 974 not be enacted, unless the bill is first amended 
so as to eliminate section 3. 

Yours sincerely, 
Peyton Forp, 
Deputy Attorney General. 





GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1951. 
Hon. Warren G. Maanuson, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal Code, 
United States Senate 


My Dear Mr. CHarrRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of June 5, 1951, 
advising that your subcommittee will be pleased to have the views of the General 
Accounting Office on 8S. 974, Eighty-second Congress, entitled ‘‘A bill to strengthen 
the law with respect to bribery and graft,” and hearings scheduled for June 14, 
1951. 

I regret that representatives of the General Accounting Office will be unable, 
because of previous commitments, to appear and testify at the time set for the 
hearing on 8. 974. I am sure you will understand the need for careful advance 
planning for disposition of the small force of qualified people available here. 
Such representatives could appear, if desired by the subcommittee, at any time 
after June 20, 1951, except for June 26. I am sending this report on the bill so 
as not to delay consideration thereof by the subcommittee. 

As you no doubt are aware, Senator John J. Williams in a letter of August 10, 
1950, asked, among other things, General Accounting Office ‘“‘suggestions relative 
to the reemployment of Government employees by firms with whom they have 
negotiated * * * contracts.’”’ In reply thereto dated August 18, 1950, 
there was suggested certain language designed to answer the Senator’s purpose. 
Six copies of pertinent excerpts from the reply are enclosed for use of your sub- 
committee. 

The language of 8. 974 conforms in all essential respects to that suggested by 
the General Accounting Office. However, upon further consideration after re- 
ceiving your letter of June’5, 1951, it appears that difficulty might be encountered 
in the administration of section 3 of the bill, if enacted into law. The section 
could be construed as requiring all Government employees to make a written 
report to their former agency and to the General Accounting Office if within 
2 years after separation they go to work for anyone who did business with the 
agency before they left. The intention was that the requirement for report in 
writing apply only to former Government officers or emplovees who occupied 
positions or performed duties whose nature or importance was such as to make 
them susceptible to improper offers by unscrupulous outsiders. In view of this 
intention, clarifying changes are suggested in section 3, page 4. of S. 974, as 
follows: 

At line 7, after the word “‘States’’, insert the words ‘“‘as a civilian official or 
employee receiving compensation at a rate in excess of $5,000 per annum,” 

Strike the last five words of line 7 and the first four lines of line 8, and 
insert in place thereof the words “or having been a commissioned officer in 
the uniformed services as defined in section 102 of the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949.” 

At line 23, after the word ‘‘States’’, insert the words ‘‘as a civilian official or 
employee receiving compensation at a rate in excess of $5,000 per annum.”’ 

Strike the last five words of line 23 and the first four words of line 24, and 
insert in place thereof the words ‘‘or any commissioned officer in the uniformed 
services as defined in section 102 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949.” 
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It is believed that these changes would improve the bill S. 974 and make the 
proposed new sections of the Criminal Code more workable. The civilian officials 
and employees covered by the bill, and all commissioned officers, along with 
those dealing with them in their official capacities, would be notified in advance 
that their dealings would be subject to close scrutiny. The great majority of Gov- 
ernment people would be perfectly free to seek employment where they will 
without reporting it, and prospective employers would have no undue restraint 
on employing them. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, August 18, 1950. 
Hon. Joun J. WiILuiams, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear Senator Wituiams: * * * 

* * * * * * * 

Report sent to the Congress July 10, 1947, on the activities of the General 
Accounting Office under the Contract Settlement Act of 1944 (printed as S. 
Doc. No. 75, 80th Cong.) contains an expression of my views on Government 
officers and employees going to work for the very contractors with whom they 
had dealt on behalf of the Government. I have no occasion to change those 
views now. 

That report pointed out the salutary effect, over many years, of the 1872 
statute (18 U.S. C. 283, as reenacted), which banned Government officers and 
employees from prosecuting claims against the United States within 2 years after 
leaving the service. Of late, the value of that statute has been seriously impaired 
by exemptions for certain officers. See, for -instancs, title VII of the Revenue 
Act of 1943 (58 Stat. 21, 90), and section 27 of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 765, 781). Some of those officers were the very same ones who, as a 
class, had demonstrated habits and traits which justified strengthening, not 
weakening, the law in its application to them. Of course, special cases may 
justify exceptions where the effect of the law would be unconscionable or would 
bring about hardship or discrimination. For example, General Accounting 
Office letter of March 10, 1949 (B-—47891), to the chairman of the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, indicated the desirability of placing retired officers of 
the Armed Forces on a uniform basis with others so far as concerns exemption 
from the statute. 

The broad subject of Government officers and employees going to work for 
Government contractors long has been of deep concern to the General Accounting 
Office. Certainly there can be no objection to any legitimate efforts of such 
people to obtain employment in private industry, or to efforts of private industry 
to secure the services of qualified employees. But it is equally certain that ar- 
rangements of this kind must be consistent with the public interest. I think vou 
will agree that there is inherent in the publie service, and in dealings with the 
Government, the requirement for exceptionally high standards of conduct. 

‘The real danger lies in the illicit inducement of Federal personnel by Govern- 
ment contractors, and solicitation by those personnel of an advantage from the 
contractors. As shown in my reports to the Congress and testimony before its 
committees, this may take the form of highly remunerative positions, or expensive 
entertainment, or other things of value, in return for special favors or privileges 
for the contractors. Often it originates or is implemented by veiled or outright 
connivance on the part of the Government people involved. Whether consum- 
mated or not, such dealings are inimical to the interests of the United States. 
They are nothing less than plain bribery. 

Several criminal statutes deal with bribery of Government officers and em- 
ployees. They are contained in part I, chapter 11, of the Criminal Code as 
reenacted by the act of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 645, 18 U. 8S. C. 201 et seq.). 
Section 201 prescribes the criminal penalty for promising, offering or giving a 
bribe to one acting on behalf of the United States. Section 202 prescribes the 
penalty for acceptance of a bribe. There is no specific language on employment 
by Government contractors of former Government personnel. Further, these 
penalties are based on intent which, as you know, often is most difficult to prove. 
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To strengthen those sections, consideration might be given to amendments thereto 
along these lines: 

Section 201: In line 1, after the first word insert the words “directly or 
indirectly”; after the word ‘‘gives” insert a comma and the words “or 
commits any overt act intended or designed to be or lead to a promise, offer 
or gift of’; after the word “‘money”’ insert a comma and the words ‘‘emolu- 
ment, profit, advantage, benefit, position, employment, opportunity, advance- 
ment’; in line 12, after the word “‘intent’’ insert the words “or design.” 

Section 202: In line 7, before the word ‘‘asks”’ insert the words “directly 
or indirectly’’; after the word “asks’”’ insert a comma and the words “‘solicits, 
seeks’’; after the word ‘‘receives’’ insert a comma and the words ‘or commits 
any overt act intended or designed to obtain’’; in line 8, after the word 
‘promise’ insert a comma and the words “offer, gift, emolument, profit, 
advantage, benefit, position, employment, opportunity, advancement’”’; in 
line 11, after the word “‘intent’’ insert the words “‘or design’’. 

It is believed that the interest of the Government would be served, also, by the 
enactment of new legislation designed to provide information which will form the 
basis for more effective action to implement the criminal statutes and the present 
safeguards for expenditures of public funds. This could be done by adding 
at the end of chapter 11 two new sections, as follows: 

“Sec. 224. Whoever, having been employed in any agency of the United 
States, including commissioned officers assigned to duty in such agency 
within two years after the time when such employment or service in an 
agency of the United States has ceased, knowingly shall accept, receive, or 
enter into any employment, appointment, agency, or service with or for 
any private individual, firm, company, corporation, or contractor which, 
during the period of service of such officer or employee in an agency of the 
United States, transacted business with such agency, and shall not promptly 
notify in writing (1) the agency concerned and (2) the General Accounting 
Office, shall be fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both. 

“Sec. 225. Whoever knowingly shall employ, appoint, or accept the 
services of, any person employed in an agency of the United States, including 
commissioned officers assigned to duty in such agency, within two vears 
after the time when such employment or service in an agency of the United 
States has ceased, and shall not promptly notify in writing (1) the agency 
concerned and (2) the General Accounting Office, shall be fined not more 
than $2,000 and imprisoned not more than six months, or both. 

The mere existence of these provisions on the statute books would have a 
powerful deterrent effect. The intent and the overt act to defeat the public 
interest or defraud the United States, by connivance between Government 
employees and contractors for future employment, would be punishable. Yet 
those whose arrangements are entirely legal and ethical would not be penalized. 
They would have ample protection to do what the honest businessman does in 
the every day course of business. At the same time the Government, through 
information given to the agencies and to the General Accounting Office as the 
agent of the Congress, would have effective means to check on the legality of the 
dealings with special reference to established safeguards for the expenditure of 
public funds. It is believed, also, that the suggested changes in the law would 
be entirely suitable in view of the statements printed at pages 12707 to 12709, 
inclusive, of the Congressional Record for August 15, 1950, with reference to a 
proposed amendment to 8. 3936, for a similar purpose. 

I hope that this information will be helpful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Magnuson. Then with this testimony that we have had 
briefly this morning pointing out some of the unworkable provisions 
of the act, as you people see them, I think what we probably should 
suggest is that, when the testimony insofar as it has gone is printed, 
we take that and submit it to the legislative counsel of the Comptroller 
General’s office for their information and see if they cannot come up 
with some further suggestions to take care of the matters we have 
mentioned and the Attorney General’s criticism of the legal interpre- 
tation of that. 
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Senator Ecron. I think it has to be done, Mr. Chairman, in face 
of the adverse report of the Justice Department. 

Senator MaGnuson. We can pursue this matter further on call of 
the chairman. 

Senator WiuuraMs. I think that is right, since we are all agreed 
in principle. 

Senator MaGnuson. We appreciate having you gentlemen up 
here to give us the benefit of your information. 

Colonel Menrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Corwin. Thank you, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, Thursday, June 14, 1951, the hearing was 
recessed subject to the call of the chairman.) 
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